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December 15, 1967 


GEORGE A.SPIEGELBERG 


Dr. Valdimir Clain-Stefanelli 
2608 North Nelson Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22207 


Dear Dr. Clain-Stefanelli: 


Our client, Mr. John J. Ford, Jr., has requested 
we promptly transmit to you the enclosed copy of his 
opinion and report which he delivered orally at the 
annual Numismatic Convention in Miami Beach last August. 


At Mr. Ford's request we are also sending 
you photostatic copies of the Newman and Breen reports. 


As the enclosed copy of Mr. Ford's opinion and 
report is the last one we have in the file and we want 
to keep track of all outstanding copies would you be good 
enough to sign a receipt, on the enclosed copy of this 
letter, and return it to us in the enclosed stamped, 
self-addressed, envelope. ihe 
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Composite Drawing - Reverse 1853 $20 UNITED STATES ASSAY OFFICE OF GOLD: 900 THOUS. 


INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ~ THE FRANKLIN HOARD DISCOVERY 


About fifteen years ago, I commenced the serious 
study of Pioneer Gold coins and related items, favoring un- 
published material, including patterns, essais, experimental 
and trial strikes, and assay ingots. My studies included the 
compilation of a card file, a card being made up for each 
item seen or handled, with photographs affixed and pertinent 
“Gata entered. I also started to gather photographs of as 
many aGifferent examples of published Pioneer Gold coins as 
possible, and I made an effort to obtain inventory listings 
of the largest collections of such material. Since 1952, 

T have assembled a comprehensive file card listing containing 
both data and photographs pertaining to hundreds of unpublished 
pieces, and well over a thousand photos have been accumulated 
illustrating specimens of various regular or published Pioneer 
Gold coins and ingots. A reference library of non-numismatic 
literature pertaining to the western mining states has been 
put together, with considerable emphasis placed upon the 
acquisition of early business directories. Where specific 
books were not available for purchase, L examined them in 
libraries. For instance, I spent a week at the Huntington 
Library in San Marino, California, as early as 1958, taking 


notes from 1850-55 San Francisco newspapers and perusing rare 


directories. My files include the inventorles of such large 
and famous Pioneer Gold collections as those of W. C. Newcomer, 
J. W. Garrett, F. CG. C. Boyd, King Farouk, J. H. Murrell, Henry 
H. Clifford and Josiah K. Lilly. Information has also been 
gathered concerning other holdings, such as the Col. Green, 
Smith, Dupont, Williams and Painter collections. The contents 
of institutions have been examined and listings made. My. 
recular numismatic library is probably as complete as any 
privately owned so far as the American field is concerned, and 
includes not only books, but notes, documents, correspondence 


and similar associated papers. 


Shortly after I started the study of Pioneer Gold, 
I developed an interest in rare coin forgeries and counterfeits 
and began a parallel investigation into the intricacies of that 
fascinating field. Before long, I found myself with a large 
collection of photographs of fake coins and a file of informa- 
tion and data on numerous exdmeies:, wasn modern, of coins 
fabricated to deceive collectors. Material of this nature is 
invaluable to a professional coin dealer, and it is no eoimed« 
dence that two former employees of the New Netherlands Coin 
Company, Walter H. Breen and Don Taxay, are avid students not 
only of false coins but of coin manufacturing techniques 
employed for making both genuine and counterfeit items. Breen 
is well known as an author of numerousrumismatic articles and 


reference works and for his activities in the fieid of rare 


U. S. coin authentication. In 1962 T collaborated with Don 
Taxay on the manuscript of his definitive work "Counterfeit, 
Mis-Struck, and Unofficial U. S, Coins," and wrote the 
Introduction for “ihe book. Subsequently, Taxay and I co- 
authored 2a series entitled "Counterfeits of U. S. and other 
Coins Reported," which appeared in the first four 1964 issues 
of "The Numismatist," and which was later reprinted in "Coin 
World." Other articles of mine concerning copies and forgeries 
have appeared in various numismatic publications since 1950. 
One of them, "Counterfeit Small Size Gold Dollars," published 
in the March, 1960 issue of "The Numismatist," was partly 


instrumental in the apprehension, arrest and conviction of the 


first large size distributor of these European made cast copies 


sn the United States. In March, 1965 I arranged a workshop 

on false coins in actidume tion’ with the first convention of 

the Professional Numismatists Guild, and participated at 

length in the ensuing highly successful program. Upon numerous 
occasions T have spoken at numismatic conventions, club meet- 
ings and other gatherings, on the subject of counterfeits and 
forgeries. In fact, Virgil Hancock has requested I speak 


at the “counterfeit forum" to be held here in Miami, during 


the 76th annual convention of the American Numismatic Association. 


My name is no secret to the law enforcement officials in the 
New York area responsible for the prosecution of those who 


create or traffic in false numismatic material. The approach 
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to the elimination of the cancer of counterfeiting cannot only 
be intellectual, it must also be pragmatic. At the present 
time I am assisting the U. S. Postal Authorities in the pursuit 
of a criminal indictment against a dealer in foreign coins who 
recently distributed cast copies of rare twentieth century 
Italian silver coins: throughout the country. Unfortunately, 
most activities of this kind must be kept confidential oe 
of their very nature, but suffice to say, I participate in 
every way that TI can towards eliminating fake coins from the 
numismatic market, in educating dealers and collectors towards 
the detection of such material, and in nullifying the efforts 
of those who either create such items or profit by handling 


them, 


At the present time, I am the Chairman of both the 
Authentication and Spurious Seine: Detrimental Practices 
committees of the Professional Numismatists Guild, Inc., the 
oldest and largest American rare coin dealer's association. 

In 1965, I -attended the Paris meeting of the First International 
Congress for the Study Of and the Defense Against Coin Forgery. 
The Congress established a five man Permanent Commission to 

| instienent its resolutions and to carry out its aims. IJ was 
offered a seat in that body, as the United States representa- 
tive, but declined, and accepted instead the position of co- 


chairman of the Committee on Forgeries of the International 


Association of Professional Numismatists. It was, and is, 
my feeling that I could accomplish much more in the latter 


capacity. 


As a well known professional nunismatist long 
dedicated to the war against fakes and fakers, it somehow 
seems ironic to me that I should, as a witness, be explain- 
ing as an expert coins I and others have sold. On the other 
hand, it also seems altogether fitting that I can be privileged 
to speak for that responsible element among rare coin dealers 
who provide expert authentication of what they sell, but also 


who know such merchandise. 


No single event triggered my exploration of the 
unknown areas of the Pioneer Gold field more than did my meeting 
with Paul Franklin in the fall of 1952. Franklin at that time 
was a resident of New York City but was keenly interested in 
the American West. For several years prior to our knowing each 
other he had taken his family on two and three week vacations 
to Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada and California. 
A specialist in odd and unusual resinaenitite jtems, Franklin had 
picked up two Mixed Metal assay ingots on his trips. I had 
catalogued two similar items for Wayte Raymond for inclusion 
in the 1952 A.N.A. Convention sale catalogue, and had procured 
another from him. Being interested in the pieces that Franklin 


had, I purchased both of them. Studying those, and becoming 


more and more interested, I asked him if he could obtain 
others. Once he knew I was serious, he went to work. Paul 
Franklin had many friends from his Army days in the Southwest, 
and he also displayed a great knaek for making acquaintances 
and gaining new friends. Soon he had a metwork of people, 
including the field employees of a local telephone company, 
looking for privately made gold coins and assay bars of gold 
or silver or the mixed metal combination of both. These people 
scoured Banks and Assay Offices, Jewelry Shops and Antique 
Stores, not only in Ghost Towns, but in cities the on of 

El Paso and Phoenix, Franklin joined the Arizona Small Mine 
Owners Association* and advertised in the various mining 
trade papers and haatinsaties’, In time I pmepared an elaborate 
circular that explained what numismatie bars and ingots were 
and which illustrated Pioneer Gold coins, western paper 
currency, and assay bars. ‘Thousands of these were printed 
bearing Paul Franklin's name and address and distributed by 
him throughout the western dtates .> People having items of 
possible importance were asked to tell Franklin what they 

had, or, preferably, to send him S pened rubbing. If an item 
was of interest to me, I advised him what it was worth and he 
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i” Letter, C.F. Willis, State Secretary of the A.S.M.0.A., to 
Paul Franklin, Oct. 23, 1953 (Appendix item No.1 iP 


ee A typical Paul Franklin advertisement, circa 1953, possibly 
in "Pay Dirt" (Appendix item No. @ Vs 


3. The third and latest (1966) printimg of the illustrated 
| cirevlar on numismatic bars and ingots used by Paul Franklin 
(Appendix item No. 3 


either sent the money to a friend or an agent so that the 
ee could be picked up, or else himself flew west ona 
week-end or over a holiday, and made the purchase directly. 
In retrospect, some of the early correspondence ‘between 
westerners and Franklin, and even between Paul Franklin and 


myself, seems amusing. 


We had @ ood thing going. Franklin found the 
material and I researched and sold it. Occasionally, some -~ 
thing was of particular personal interest and I kept it. 
Franklin also retained a few pieces, being interested in 
the relatively inexpensive silver and mixed metal assay 
ae Our working arrangement was simple. Our arrangements 
were made early during our joint operations and under it 
Franklin was not. to tell me where he obtained his material 
although he was to give me original source names wherever 
possible for my records. On the other hand, I was not to 
reveal to him the names of my customers with whom I was 
dealing. My confidence in Paul Franklin was well founded as, 
for example, in 1956 he located an unpublished ingot of F. D. 
Kohler, issued at the State Assay Office in Sacramento and 
because he paid a nominal price for the piece he gave it to me 
at his cost plus expenses, ee he questioned its authentic- 


ity. .It was only after the late F. C. C. Boyd insisted that it 


. Letters (4): F. Korff, Mesa, Arizona, to Paul Franklin, re- 
garding Blake & Agnell and Blake & Co, items, September, Oct, 
18, 1953; S. Skaar, Nevada City, California, to Paul Franklin, 
regarding J. J. Ott assay bars, n.d., circa 1954-55; Paul 
Franklin to John J. Ford, Jr., regarding B. Baxter & Co. gold 
assay bars, November 9, 1952 ( Appendix items, Nos. 4.7 ., 


wie ienuire., that he would accept from me a generous profit 

for finding the ingot which I voluntarily offered him. Since 

a great many of the items he nueeiwenegameete unknown and not pre- 
viously published, it was my responsibility to find out exactly 
what they were, why and when they were made. In instance after 
instance, Franklin argued with me, always taking the conservative 
position, I learned bd. aamtne and respect Paul Franklin, and 

our families became close and good friends. My wife and I are 

the godparents of one of his children, and the two of us have 


Spent half-a-dozen vacations together with the Franklins. 


Early ou 1957 Paul Franklin stumbled upon what turned 
out to be his greatest and most prolific find. This consisted 
of a hoard of coins and related pieces from the United States 
Assay Office of Gold, situated in San Francisco, and operative 
in 1852-53. His initial contact was a teller in a Phoenix 
Arizona area bank, but eventually he did business with the 


bank president. In time, he met the owner and source of these 


USAOG items, an elderly gentleman named rea M- Lymm .? who ten 


¢ 
d] /f {7 () ‘dey 


years ago resided on a ranch located between “4 =" P and //° 

nl Arizona. The coin presently owned by Paul Garland was one of 

5 The name of the owner and source of the USAOG material is given 
only on the copies of this report prepared for the members of 
the Arbitration Panel. 

6, 7 The last known resident address of the owner and source of the 
USAOG material is likewise given only on the copies of this report 
prepared for the members of the Arbitration Panel. An effort has 
been made to ascertain the present whereabouts of the owner and 
source of the USAOG Hoard items. Evidence of this search is con- 
firmed by a letter to John J. Ford, Jr. from attorney Laurence 
Rosenthal of Strasser, Spiegelberg, Fried & Frank, regarding a call 
from attorney George P, Viassis of Brown, Vilassis & Bain, of 
Phoenix, Arizona, dated June 26, L967, and by a letter to Mr. 

7 seas from ie. Viassis, dated July 25, 19657 (Appendix items, 
Os. 9 , 


seven perfect prooflike twenty dollar pieces, of conventional 6 
design, that Paul Franklin obtained directly from the owner on 

a trip to Phoenix, February 19-23, 1958. These coins, together 
with three other impaired impressions, were wrapped in three or 
four old, yellowed linen handkerchiefs, Eight of the pieces had 
the weight marked in grains on the handkerchiefs in lead pencil; 
one or more of the coins also had the alloy inscribed in similar 
fashion on at least one handkerchief. Franklin could not obtain 
the handkerchiefs, nor could he copy the information marked on 
them, since the owner was afraid that his family would somehow 
find out that he was selling coins ae peace funds obtained 
from them. In spite of the old man's fears and general reluctance 
to give out information, Franklin managed to make a note that one 
of the seven perfect prooflike pieces contained .020 Thous. copper, 
a fact he conveyed to me when he delivered the lot, together with 
the information that he was convinced that most or all of the 
seven perfect specimens and probably some of the impaired ones 


represented experimental alloy strikings. 


Franklin had obtained a few USAOG items prior to his 
first 1958 trip, and on subsequent visits to he: Phoentx area 
picked up sihene., On a trip west by car during the summer of 
1958 he purchased the only steel die in the Hoard, paying the 

bank president $50. on August 14, 1958, on behalf of the owner. 
This die was obtained only upon my strong insistence, as were 


some of the lead trials, because of their great historical vaiue. 


It was delivered.to me by Franklin at the ALN.A, Convention 
held in the then Los Angeles Statler Hotel, August 13-16, 1958. 
I only paid him his purchase price for it, because (1) he 

had picked it up for me as a personal favor and (2) the die 

was very badly rusted and corroded, being hardly identifiable. 
(See D-105, Physical exhibit A-1) All the USAOG items obtained 
from time to time, and classified as Essai Coin Ingots, - | 
Experimental pieces, Trial pieces, Assay bars, Proofing pieces, 
and such, were purchased for my benefit. This material continued 
to be available, on a rapidly diminishing basis, for several | 
| years after 1958. I obtained at least one Proofing piece as 
late as 1962, and I know that Franklin sold another that he 

had just obtained to Leo Young in September, 1965. Franklin 
was given the information several times that nothing more was 
available but he was also told upon numerous occasions that 
many items had been distributed, over the years, to various 
members of the owner's family. Apparently, a casual effort 

was made, from time to time, to recover these as they could 


be found in order to sell them to us. 


Nine years ago, I was told about three octagonal 
USAOG fifty dollar gold pieces with reeded edges, one of which 
was stamped with large numeral punches. From the Gescriptions 
given to me, I concluded that at least two of these coins were 
of the conventional 1852 design, and that they (like the seven 


USAOG twenty dollar coins under discussion) were perfect 


st TE 


prooflike specimens. If so, they would easily be the finest 
Adin examples of either. the 837 or 900 Thous. varieties. 

Some time later, a very high denomination ingot having the 

fifty dollar eagle design was also described to me, the 
information relayed to me by Paul Franklin from his bank 
president contact. I of course expressed interest in all four 
items, but was told that they were not (at that time) available. 
The three fifty dollar slugs were said to have been given to 

a son of the owner, who did not wish to dispose of then. The 
high denomination piece was apparently the cause of some kind 

of a family dispute over a gift or an inheritance... it even 
being intimated that some kind of Litigation was involved. I 
long pressed Franklin to try and obtain the large ingot with 

the coin design, and he repeatedly told me that his banker 
friend. told him that it was not available, but that when it was, 
that he (Franklin) would be contacted. In spite of the material 
that still might be available from this USAOG Hoard source, I 
tried to get Franklin to obtain a statement from the bank executive 
coneerming the name of the owner, thus explaining the source of 
the various items that had already appeared. Franklin attempted | 
to do so, even to the extent of taking a draft of a letter I had 
prepared to him, but the banker told Franklin he did not want 

to get mixed-up with any kind of trouble over the coins and 
similar material, since it could only compromise his position 


with the bank. During the long course of the various USAOG 


— ; 


2 
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transactions, it seems that the bank with whom Franklin's 

contact was connected merged into a larger bank, becoming a 
member of that organization's chain, and that instead of 

being a president of a small institution, the man was now a 
branch manager of a local office of the larger bank. It is 
understandable, how a banker would not want to become implicated 
with an investigation concerning numismatic items that he had 
been led to understand were of limited value, particularly since 
he stressed to Franklin that his cinnbend position prohibited 

any "extracurricular" or unofficial business activities. This 

‘ attitude, plus my original arrangement with Franklin, combined 
with his strong reluctance to take any stock in the allegations 
concerning the authenticity of some of the USAOG material, in- 
hibited Franklin from revealing to me the name of his banker 
friend and seemingly prevented him from taking me to that 
gentleman. sda course, it should: also be made clear that Franklin 
has had some personal marital problems during the past two years, 
and that all things being equal, he has a strong aversion to 


arguments or controversy of any kind. 


In spite of my attempts to learn the name of the agent 
or middleman in these USAOG transactions, or even to ascertain 
- the present whereabouts of the owner from whom many of them 
were directly obtained, I must confess a certain lack of 


enthusiasm in attaching a high degree of importance to pedigree, 


ae fae 


especially when a guestion of genuineness is raised. A pedigree, 


alleged or otherwise, does not constitute decisive evidence 


about when or how a coin has been made. Only technical evidence 


predicated solely upon the fabric and die work of the coins 
themselves can be conclusive. I have long authenticated coins 
and conducted business on this basis, precisely because the 
pest history of ownership in the world cannot make, in my - 


opinion, what I otherwise consider a "bad" coin, a good one. 


Conversely, the lack of a pedigree cannot impair or even challenge 


the authenticity of a coin, particularly when a long and con- 
selentious effort has been made to examine and test that coin 

on strict scientific grounds of physical composition, weight, 
hub and die characteristics, hub and die progression, planchet 
manufacture and/or preparation, strike or surface. This is 

even more true when the relationship. of such a coin to the 
components of its manufacture has been favorably researched, and 
wren a solid historical basis for the very existance of such a 


piece can be readily established. 


Not all of the USAOG coins that Paul Franklin obtained 
-4n Arizona found their way into my hands or were handled by the 
New Netherlands Coin Co. He often enjoyed selling or trading 
lower priced coins on his own, and I mistakenly did not attach 
any importance to the somewhat damaged or mishandled 1853 900 


Thous. USAOG twenty dollar gold pieces, of conventional design, 


ES 
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that Franklin sometimes had for sale. These all came from the 
Hoard source, directly or ieesetis. usually at a cost of 
$100. each. He sold many of them at prices ranging from $150. 
to $250. but sometimes obtained higher prices, Occasionally, | 
when he obtained an example that was prooflike and almost 
perfect, he retained it for his own collection of Pioneer Gold 
twenty dollar type coins. If something more appealing came 
along, or if he felt short of funds, he would dispose of the 
piece in his collection, no doubt on the assumption that he 
could always pick up another one. Often, when wanting to. 
“peut these exceptional specimens he would involve me in the 
transaction, and the result would be a sale at a relatively 
high figure. Unhappily, I did not keep any records concerning 
the regular USAOG twenty dollar coins that Franklin handled from 
his Arizona find, put I venture an educated guess that the total 
number did not exceed twenty pieces. Of this. number probably 
no more than half-a-dozen realized in excess of $750., with 
Harry d. Forman , of Philadelphia, obtaining perhaps the best 

of the "impaired" prooflike strikes at about $1,800. in April, 
1963. This Forman specimen (USAOG-111) was of particularly 
high quality, and was one of the last Hoard coins that Franklin 
personally retained and sold. Ironically, to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, Paul Franklin's own collection does not 


presently contain a twenty dollar gold piece from his Arizona 


a | a 


@ @ 
USAOG discovery. ; 


I am sorry to say I did not realize until very 
recently that several of the ee type USAOG twenty dollar 
gold coins from the Franklin Hoard could also be experimental 
strikings in various alloy combinations of gold, silver and 
copper, and thus of far greater value than any of the regular 
production pieces, of which over two-and-a-half million were 


struck for circulation. 


THE USAOG STUDY GROUP - AN IMPARTIAL INVESTIGATION OF 
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 


» 


At the 1964 A.N.A. Geieiiton I was questioned by 
Dr. James 0, Sloss concerning a perfect prooflike 1853 USAOG 
twenty dollars of the 900 Thous. variety he had purchased in 
February, 1959 from the New Netherlands Coin Co. His coin was 
one of the seven obtained by Paul Franklin while on a trip to 
Arizona a year apiteen, Sloss was very much concerned about 
the original origin of his piece, and was quite distressed when 
I could not answer some of his queries. Dissatisfied with my 


response, Sloss apparently became suspicious of his coin, and 


oe 


decided to investigate its authenticity. To this end, and 

to examine sdintler specimens, he enlisted the help of George J. 
Fuld, Abe Kosoff, Eric P. Newman, and John J. Pittman. These 
gentlemen have been referred to as the USAOG Study Group. 
Shortly after the formation of this group, the investigators 
brought in two additional Franklin Hoard coins. One of these 
was similar to the Sloss example, and like it was one of the 
seven brought back by Franklin from his trip of Feb. 19-23, 
1958. It was owned by Paul Garland, then a resident of 
Melvindale, Michigan. The other, a coin of lesser quality, 
was one of the handled or slightly impaired pieces lacking 
Tuil proor Bein iahise of the sort that Franklin generally 
sold himself. This piece was owned by Herbert Tobias of 
Bhooidian,: New York. Soon after the inclusion of these 
additional pieces into the investigation, Fuld, at that time 
associated with the Research Division of the Goodyear Tire 

& Rubber Company in Akron, Ohio, decided to test all three 
coins at the Goodyear plant. Using three regular USAOG coins 
for control purposes (Newman Nos. 2, 3, 4), Fuld had tests 
performed on the three aforementioned Franklin Hoard pieces 
(Newman Nos. 5, 6, 7). The Fuld sponsored tests consisted 

of X-Ray diffraction photographs using back reflection 
techniques. The photographic prints from these tests were 
interpreted to show that the planchets for the control coins 


had been rolled and drawn, but that two of the Franklin Hoard 
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coins were struck-upon planchets that had been produced by 
casting, while the third was struck upon a machined planchet. 
George Fuld did not wait to have his tests substantiated. He 
did not bother to try and understand their significance, even 
if they had been verified. As far as he was concerned, the 
word "cast" was in the reports, and "cast" was a dirty word. 
Accordingly, he wrote a letter v Werner Amelingmeier, a 
customer of mine, and a friend of long standing. (At one 
time I had told Fuld that Amelingmeier knew Franklin, and 
that he had purchased some of the mishandled USAOG coins,) 
The Fuld letter to Amelingmeier, written on September 30, 
1964, was a. rash ne. I would like to guote parts Or: 16% 

"A number of independent ‘experts! are reexamining the 
so-called 'Proof' and first strike 1853 U. S. Assay Office 
900 fine $20 pieces. These pieces, of which you owned 
several of (sic)»in 1958 are iooquatentelts? - (I only can 
speak of the ones so far seen and examined!) - however the 
most horribly deceptive we have ever seen.... Please don't 
discuss this with John Ford, although he is aware of the 
investigation." Amelingmeier passed this letter on to me, 
and I in turn gave, it to our attorneys. Theyin turn wrote to 
Fuld, suggesting he not write any additional letters in the 


same vein. 


a Letter, George J. Fuld to Werner Amelingmeter, 
September 30, 1964 (Appendix item No. 10. 


ae aoe 


Fuld, in the meantime, presumably advised Garland 
that his coin was struck upon a cast planchet. Garland was 
then writing a column for the "Blue Ridge Coin News," en- 
titled "Numismatic Garlands." Using the formation of the 
Study Group ‘and the latest intelligence from Fuld as a 
theme, Garland composed a rather vociferous article for the 
November, 1964 in While most of what he had to say / 
is of minor importance, some of that column should be re- 
produced here since it refers directly to the subject coin 
at hand. Garland started out with a question: "Have you 
ever purchased a coin that exceeded more than @ thousand 
dollars in valuve?.... How would you feel if you made a pur- 
chase of this nature and later found the coin to be counter- 
feit?.... My thoughts tell me you would answer the foregoing 
guestion by saying, 'I would have the coin authenticated, ' 
Now, I must ask you where would you have the authenticating 
done? More than apt (sic) your answer would be a major coin 
dealer. Let me tell you this. There are no coin dealers in 
this country capable of determining authenticity. They do 
not have the costly X-Ray equipment on hand to do the job. 

To anyone who has found himself in the above position, I have 
a few words of advice. If you purchased the coin and accepted 
a piece of paper attesting to the genuiness of the specie 
(sic), regardless of who issued the paper, I would have the 


coin X-Rayed, This is the only way to know for sure that 


c | 
Newspaper clipping, "Numismatic Garlands" by Paul E, 
Garland, pg. 2, "Blue Ridge Coin News," November, 1964 
(Appendix item No, 11). 
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your coin is genuine.... To those of you who doubt me, let 

me make it dace that there are counterfeit coins on the 
market today that no dealer can detect without the aid of 
special equipment. This equipment costs far beyond the 

means of the largest dealer in America.... I have seen 

false coins from the foremost validators known, In fact, 

IL am the not too proud possessor of a false coin that I 

paid three thousand, three hundred dollars fot... 20 262.68 
false as Hensteeth. This coin has a pedigree all the 

way back to the press. It was declared genuine by the 

pest known house of authentication in our country. In 

fact, it was declared a proof. It has passed through the 
hands of several of the best known and trusted dealers in 
our country. Other pieces are now resting in the collections 
of some of America's best collections (sic), with the owners 
totalling (sic) unaware that the pieces are counterfeit.... 
Together with John Pittman, Dr. George Field (sic), Eric 
Newman, and several other of the best known Numismatists in 
the country, we have been able to prove that the coin is 
false. Several letters have exchanged hands, threatening law 
suits and other attempts To silence us; but the public will 
know the facts." Garland went on in his tirade to reveal 
that Fuld was planning to speak about his coin at the Fduca~ 
tional Forum of the New York Convention of G.E.N.A., the first 
week-end in December. He also went on to say that "it would 
be possible to’ reveal the entire story now, but as yet we do 


not know definitely who made them." 
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Garland also stated that two pddeionxi. pleecs were 
to be examined, and if the owners did not voluntarily cooperate, 
"they will be requested to do so by government agents." Fuld 
never did make his speech of revelation at the Educational 
Forum of the Great Eastern Numismatic Association's Convention, 
but he did try to bring government officials into the contro- | 
versy, possibly in an attempt to lend credence to some small 
portion of the Garland article. On November 17, 1964 Fuld 
turned over several USAOG coins he had in his possession to 
the Cleveland, Ohio office of the Secret Service, much to the 
distress, if not the anguish, of his fellow investigators. 
Fuld, in turning the coins in, claimed that they were counter- 
feit, or at least that some of them were. Subsequently, the 
Secret Service returned the coins, having received a ruling 
from the General Counsel of the Treasury Department that the 
coins were not obligations of the United States powerniient.” 


and that they therefore had no jurisdiction in the matter. 


Despite the ruling of the General Counsel of the Treasury 
Department it is a well known fact that the United States 
Assay Office of Gold operated under the provisions of a 
bill passed by the 31st Congress, September 30, 1850, its 
function being that of a provisional (and irregular) U. S. 
branch mint. It is of the highest significance that the | 
coins issued by Augustus Humbert (as United States Assayer) 
in 1852-53 bore the legend UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, That 
was legally interpreted, then as now, to mean that the 
United States government stood behind these coins as issuing 
authority. It has been long established that the USAOG 
eduipment was taken over in October, 1853 for official branch 
mint usage, and that on the whole this equipment had been 
furnished originally by the Philadelphia (parent) Mint. In 
the National Archives can be found regular monthly reports 
of the USAOG, signed by Humbert as U. S. Assayer, which are 
of the same kind as those furnished by superintendents of the | 
other U. S. branch mints then in operation in New Orleans, 
Charlotte, North Carolina, and Dahlonega, Georgia. (See 
National Archives: Records of the Bureau of the Mint, Record 
Group 104, Treasury Section.) : 


i 


ce. While Garland and Fuld were preoccupied with the 
possibilities of official intervention into the USAOG situation, 
the founder of the Study Group was also busy. One evening, 
Sloss called Charles Wormser at his home, and in a lengthy 
conversation told him that his business associate of almost 
fourteen years standing had involved New Netherlands Coin Co. 
in the sale of false coins. Needless to say, Wormser was quite 
upset by this conversation, as Sloss had long been a elient of 
ours, and the both of us thought him a friend. A day or two 
Later I telephoned Sloss, and in the course of our discussion 
offered to take back his perfect prooflike USAOG twenty dollar 
coin, refunding to him the $1,200, he had paid for it under 
the New Netherlands policy of Unconditional Guarantee. My 
offer was qualified only to the extent we would accept the 
piece back if it were agreed in writing we did so without prej- 
udice to the coin. In other words, we agreed to take back 
the coin and refund the purchase price on the premise that 
Sloss was dissatisfied, but under no circumstances were we pre- 
pared to do so if the claim was predicated upon the contention 
the piece was fraudulent. Sloss balked at my saiuceeion, and 
when I asked him why he did not accept it, the candid reply 


was "What if the coin turns. out to be good?" 


Shortly after the Study Group was formed I was con- 
tacted by Eric P. Newman who asked if I would cooperate with the 


group's investigation. Being assured that the inquiry would be 
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professional and be conducted fairly and impartially I agreed 
to help to any reasonable extent, In this connection, I sent 
Newman specific information relative to the discovery of the 
seven perfect prooflike USAOG twenty dollar pieces by Franklin. 
My letter was quite explicit and included some data I had 
previously kept Pe ne ie At about the same time, rT 
also sent Newman six lead trial pieces of the USAOG from the 
Franklin Hoard (Newman Nos. 20-25) for his examination and so 
he could photograph them. Newman and I exchanged several 
phone calls and letters during the fall and winter of 1964-65. 
It was my hope we could continue the exchange of information 
and perhaps reach a similar decision. However, Newman seemed 
enigmatic. He said he could not tell me what the other group 
members were doing. He told me he could not disclose any of 
his own theories or interim conclusions, I proposed we get 
together at my home where I had considerable information not 
otherwise available to him but he reacted disinterested. 
He visited New York City but made no serious attempt to see 
me. His actions were a mystery to me, until I reflected upon 
the activities of his compatriots and those of Garland, and 
slowly was forced to conclude I had no hope of participating 


with him in any fair or unbiased professional inguiry. 
Fuld and Sloss had quickly shown their colors, and 


now Newman was subtly disclosing his. The coins were prejudged 


4 etter, John J. Ford, Jr. to Eric P. Newman, October 11, 
1964 (Appendix item No. 12 : | 
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bad from the start, and the "investigation" in reality 
consisted of searching out (or fabricating) evidence 
needed to corroborate such conclusion, Upon realization — 
I was confronted with a mock scientific inquiry, I was 
forced to revise my plan of full cooperation and thereafter 
not furnish additional information or coins from which 
unilateral conclusions would be privately reached wiier 


to be used against me. 


It was suggested Franklin was the culprit and 
Ta fellow criminal or at best a dupe. Franklin resented 
the veiled and unveiled charges and innuendos directed 
against him and wrote a letter to me deploring what was 
going on. IT even promptly sent a copy of the pertinent 
part of this letter to Newman, who did not know Franklin 
at all and who had relied upon nner and hearsay. It had 
been my hope, now proven vain, that Newman would sense 
Franklin's sincerity, and possibly attempt to better under- 
stand him if not to communicate with him, Newman was not 
moved. He had already made up his mind and he Wanda not 


to heed any unsettling factors. 
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? Letter, Paul Franklin to John J. Ford, Jr. (first 
two pares) , t ipeaaates 23, 1964 (Appendix item 
No. 13 , 


6 Letter, ‘John J. Ford, Jr. to Eric P. Newman, 
December .. 1964 (Appendix item No. 14 ). 
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While it was obvious to me some of the Study Group 
members sought thavant publicity by a quick and easy path it 
was equally easy for me to understand what might have prompted 
sincere action by some of the group participants. Both the 
perfect and the so-so prooflike Franklin Hoard USAOG twenty 
dollar coins did not resemble any other rod United States 
proofs known to them. Specifically, these coins appeared peculiar 
in comparison with the only cther 1853 USAOG twenty dollar Proof 
extant, the piece purchased by: Abe Rosoff at the 1954 sale of 
the Farouk collection. 


The Kosoff Proof, listed by Newman as his No. 12 
(my USAOG-123) has long interested me, probably because of its 
peculiar characteristics. Careful examination of the obverse 
reveals that it emanated from the very late or final state of 
the much used obverse matrix, that having a wide 900 over 880 
(used for hub Groups Iv through X). LIBERTY on the ribbon is 
thin and distorted; there are obvious Signs of lapping at 900 
THO; the A's have imperfect crossbars; there is considerable 
over-all evidence of corrective hub and die iets (grinding and/or 
lapping, recutting). Last but not least, there are suggestions 
of the use of a graver on the die on the I of UNITED, and, as I 
mentioned later, it is eeaon an attempt was made to efface the 
diagonal die scratch just right of the second A in AMERICA on 
the hub. Like the obverse, the reverse of this piece was struck 


from a die that originated with a matrix that had seen better 
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days. This workhorse was probably responsible for every 
working hub sent from Philadelphia to San Francisco, the 

chip under the right arm of the T of UNITED being its hallmark 
for at least four (and possibly five) of the working hubs 

used by Humbert in the USAOG, The tablet frame line dent 

below the F of CALIFORNIA can also be made out, although an 
obviously crude attempt was made to flatten it out, rather 

than to reduce it with a graver on the die. (As I later 

state, this frame line dent originated either on an original 
hub or even on an original tablet puncheon which would be raised 
or positive.) The field area about the periphery of this 
reverse shows serious tiny chips or rust pits not found on 

any other example of an 1853 USAOG twenty dollar coin examined. 
The tablet with its four lines of inscription has been ex- 
tensively ground down and lapped. The right stroke of the Y 

in ASSAY, the base of the C and the left part of the triangle 
of A in CALIFORNIA, are all missing. There are heavy extra 
outlines around numerous letters and at 53, suggesting consider- 
able work not only on the die used to strike this coin,-but on 
the hub used to produce the die. A comparison with the outline 
to the left of the 5 in the date with the original matrix 
impression in copper in my collection (USAOG-125) discloses 

a remarkable similarity. All signs of what I will call the 
"circumferential" break at right together with any other break 
evidence or defects inherent to the matrix were removed from 


the hub but the chip under the T was not, presumably because 
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it was as deep as any letter, and its penoval would have 
resulted in severe damage to the adjacent letters (similar 

to the obvious damage done to the Y, © and A, already mentioned). 
It is not surprising to me this coin does not look like the 
Franklin Hoard prooflike coins... indeed, why should it? This 
"eenuine Proof" (as one of the Study Group members called it) 
was made in Philadelphia, probably circa 1858-59 when restriking 
and similar operations were the order of the day. The truth 

of the matter is, I doubt if this eis ever saw California 


until Abe Kosoff owned it. 


Edgar H. Adams, writing in the April, 1909 issue 
of "The Numismatist," also thought the Kosoff Proof was made 
at the Philadelphia Mint but he came to his conclusion for 
aifferent reasons than I did. Many wild and emapirted stories 
have been heard concerning this coin, so many in fact that I 
Send thought more than one specimen existed. However, my 
research to date suggests all of the tales are soneeaaddl with 
just one piece, proving that this unique item has a long and 
interesting nisueny< Tt first appeared as lot 397 in the 
collection of George F. Seavey, of Cambridgeport, Mass., and 
was sold by Bangs, Merwin & Co. at their sale of June el-2e, 
186}, Thirty-eight years later it was offered as lot 532 at 
the Lyman i. Low auction of the Herr Georg F. Ulex collection 
from. Heniued, Germany. This sale took place on July S. 1902, 


and cataloguer Low, in hurriedly looking at the coin and noting 
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the peculiarities: about the 3 of the date, wondered if it 
might be "1853 (over 52?)." It was "rediscovered" early in 
1909 by New York dealer David ee who soon after sold 

it to the biggest "live buyer" of the period, Waldo C. 
Newcomer of Baltimore, for $100. This splendid example of 
Adams 23! was number 2734 in the Newcomer inventory. After 
Newcomer's unfortunate death, B. Max Mehl handled the gold 
portion of his collection including the Pioneer Gold coins. 
Mehl priced the Kosoff Proof at $350., reduced it to $250., 
and finally sold it at the "special price" of $100. to 

Wayte Raymond, December 14, 1933. Raymond promptly sold it 

to his prime customer, Col. E. H. R. Green. Green died in 
1936, and the coin found its way into the hands of Jake 

Bell of Chicago, possibly through the offices of St. Louis 
dealer B. G. Johnson, It was lot 1043 in the Stack auction 
‘held of the J. F. Bell collection, December 7-9, 1944. Morton 
Stack, in preparing the catalogue for that sale, also believed 
the piece to be an overdate. From the Bell offering at $825., 
it went to King Farouk of Eeypt, reappearing as lot 349 in 


the Palace Collections of Egypt, sold by Sotheby & Co. thirteen 


years ago. 


As earlier shown, the activities of the Study Group 
convinced Garland his coin was false. Accordingly, he made_ 


a determined effort to return the piece and to have his purchase 


¢ pg. 56, “The Moffat & Co. Issues, San Francisco 1849-1853, " 
Part Tl of "Private Gold Coinage of California,” Edgar H. 
Adams, Brooklyn, N.¥., 1913. 
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price refunded. Garland had purchased the coin from Tommy 
Ryan of Chicago. Ryan did not consider the piece to be 
spurious, and refused to refund Garland the money paid for 
it. This particular specimen was the fourth one sold (of 
the five that were disposed of) from the group of seven 
perfect prooflike examples Paul Franklin obtained in 1958. 
It was initially sold by us to Mike Kolman at the A.N.A. 
Convention in Los Angeles, August 15, 1958, for $1,200. 


Not being able to obtain a refund from Tommy 
Ryan, Garland took his problem to the Professional Numis- 
‘matists Guild, of which Ryan is a member, The P.N.G. went 
to considerable lengths to resolve the situation to the 
satisfaction of both parties but was unable to do so. 
Accordingly, an Arbitration Panel was formed, under P.N.G. 
auspices, to decide the dispute between Garland and Ryan, 
The three nance of this Panel are Herbert M, Bergen, 
Second Vice President of the A.N.A., Ronnie Carr, like 
Bergen a Californian and interested in Pioneer Gold coins, 


and Lester Merkin, the well known New York dealer. 


| At a hearing of this Arbitration Panel at the 
A.N.A. Convention in Siibaee,: August 19, 1966, Eric P. 
Newman, allegedly as an expert and purporvedly representing 
the Eric P, Newman Education Society (which incidentally has 


no position in this controversy or in anything else as an 
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expert) and proposing to speak for the USAOG Study Group 
members present, read a report entitled "An Inquiry into 
the Authentication of a Hoard of $20 United States Assay 
Office Gold Pieces." Let us examine that so called and 


self styled report. 


THE NEWMAN REPORT - SUBSTANCE AND PERIPHERAL 
CONTENTIONS 


Newman's report on the Garland owned 1853 USAOG 
twenty dollars from the Franklin Hoard and five similar 
pieces is seemingly a study of disorganization and confusion, 
Much appears to have been intentional for the purpose of 
making analysis and reply unnecessarily difficult. On page 

© of his Inquiry Newman said he was "avoiding the use of names 
of individuals to the event that a full disclosure of facts 
will not be atvenacts affected." In my opinion, the names of 
sndividuals were left out of the Newman report so that it 
would be next to impossible to identify the owners of the 


coins that the Newman conclusions were based upon. 


One of the most ludicrous non-technical statements 
in the Inauiry can be found on page 3. There he says “Any 
opinion expressed must be based upon certainty, and for that 
‘neason facts relating to inconclusive findings or speculation 
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as to facts will be omitted...." All logic is contrary to 
this remark, Opinion evidence is, and is always by its very 
nature, not based on certainty but on opinion. Facts, all 
facts, should be sought and their significance sifted and 


weighed in formulating the final act which is the opinion, 


Further along on page 3 Newman refers to an ad 
in the July, 1963 issue of "The Numismatist," and to a letter 
which appeared in the August, 1963 issue of the same magazine. 
“The advertisement referred to bore the name of Louis S, Werner, 
the New York dealer, and the letter mentioned was mine written 
in reply to Werner. For reasons of his own, Werner wanted to 
"buy" an USAOG twenty dollar coin in "Gem Proof Mirror Surface 
Condition." My letter was an effort to set the record straight 
should there have been any confusion engendered by the Werner 
ad. While my letter contained much that I still believe to 
be factual and correct, I mention it here only because it might 
suggest I thought at that time that all 1853 USAOG 900 THOUS. 
twenty dollar coins were from the same pair of working dies. 
If this was indeed an early failure to distinguish between two 
wholly hubbed working dies (like two large cent reverses of 
1851), or evidence of the inability to recognize a Philadelphia 
Mint restrike, T trust the contents of these pages will rectify 


such error. 
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Newman , on page 4 of his Inquiry, makes much of 
various USAOG twenty dollar coins having been described or 
advertised as "proofs." Whatever the origin of these pieces, 
how they were described or advertised is not relevant to their 
genuineness. Reliance on advertising descriptions by sundry 
dealers is tantamount to ascribing to them a degree of 
specialist knowledge not necessarily possessed or available 


to them. 


On page 5 of his Inquiry Newman observes that the 
“listing of the 1853 USAOG 900 THOUS, twenty dollars on page 
#225 of the 19th edition (1966) of the Whitman "Guide Book of 
United States Coins," was accompanied by the comment, "Beware 
of spurious specimens in 'Proof! condition," He goes on to 

say that "This statement was inserted in the 19660 Red Book 

on the recommendation of a panel of 13 named advisors (p. 213) 
On Uy. Territorial Gold, all of whom were informed of the 
proposed statement before its SnsePtion and no objection to it 
was then raised. The statement, however, Was removed from the 
1967 edition of the Red Book." Here we have a real comedy of 
Newman errors. It is true the quoted statement appeared in the 
initial printing of the 19th edition of the "Guide Book," but 
as soon as I saw it there I aiedhonse Dick Yeoman and insisted 
upon its removal. My name is on page 213 of the 1965 "Guide 


Book" as one of the panel members, and Newman well knows I 


would have’ only the most violent objections to such a 
statement. He is also aware, I am sure, that the majority | 
of the panel members named would have voiced similar 
objections had they been ineouned of the exact nature of 
the proposed statement at their meeting, which took place 
at the Statler Hilton Hotel in Los Angeles in February, 
1965. The Kagin brothers had just purchased one of the 
seven perfect prooflike pieces from the Franklin Hoard, 

the three members of the firm of Stack's had handled others. 
Leo A. Young could not have shared the sentiments expressed, 
as he purchased a Proofing piece from Paul Franklin three 
months after the 19th edition of the "Guide Book" appeared. 
I doubt if Walter Breen would have swallowed the implications 
of such a statement at that time without requiring substan- 
tiation. I doubt very much if Newman polled any of the 
other panel members as to the nature of their sentiments. 

If he did question any of them, he could never have made the 


presumptious observation found on his page 5. 


Even if ‘it were correct, the Newman reference to 
the unfortunate ienyetion in the 1956 "Guide Book" is totally 
ivnishevent; since it calls for conclusions of purported fact 
reached on the basis only of an expression of apprehension, 
or the calling for conclusions of falsity of a coin on the 


pasis of someone's anxiety about possible existence of 
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counterfeits (none of which have ever been responsibly 
identified). How Newman hoped to influence or prejudice 
anyone by this immaterial distortion is beyond my 


comprehension, 


A minor Newman misstatement is found on pages 
5 and 6 of his report. He is in error saying "Tn making 
the dies for 900 fine pieces the 900 was punched over he 
88) in the die and evidence of such overpunching is readily 
noticed on every 900 fine gold coin." Only three obverse 
hubs can be identified for the 1853 USAOG twenty dollar 
| regular issue gold coins, and they are: (I) 884 over 880 
THOUS.; (II) Narrow 900 (THOUS,), these numeral punches 
as on the ten dollars; (III) Wide 900 over 880 THOUS, These 
belong, respectively, to hub Groups II, III, and IV through 
Bei Clearly, any original obverse matrix prepared bore the 


880 THOUS. inscription. 


On page 6 of the Inquiry Newman concerns himself 
with the appearance of four of the six Franklin Hoard gold 
coins he examined: "Coins #5, 7, 14 and 16 are glittering 
pieces, far shinier than normal proofs of the period and 
not as mirror-like. Coins which have been cleaned or polished 
subsequent to striking are sometimes found with similar patina, 
put original strikings of United States coins are not. This 
makes it appear that an peers’ has been made to produce an 
artificial proof surface rather than that the coins are normal 


proofs." 
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The seven perfect prooflike USAOG coins that 
Franklin delivered to me nine~and-a-half years ago were 
a11 washed in warm soapy water, rinsed in cold water, and 
‘then air dried, I performed this operation myself a few 
days after the coins were brought to my home because they 
were dullish in appearance and extensively fingermarked. 
They received no other cleaning, chemical or otherwise, 
nor were they involved in any kind of processing treatment 


while in my hands, 


According to Newman, three of these same coins, 
the Garland, Sloss, and Kagin specimens, plus the Sxeesbicvi 
Franklin Collection example now owned by Forman, all have 
artificially produced proof surfaces made after striking. 
Examination. of the two perfect prooflike pieces retained for 
my personal collection with my Bausch & Lomb Stereo-Zoom 
binocular ntebeedeve fails to bear this out. I found no signs 
of buffing on the high relief details, nor did I see any of 
the signs of surface eeiashine that I learned to recognize 
several years ago when dealing with "home-made" 1936 and 1937 
U. S. proof sets, In fink. the appearance of my two coins 
was that of impressions upon highly burnished planchets from 
partially lapped dies. Burnished planchets and lapped dies 


are, of course, pre-striking procedures. 


In his statement on these so-called "glittering" 


pieces, Newman uses the term "normal proofs” rather freely 
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without any explanation of its meaning, implied or otherwise. 
He also mentions “original strikings of United States coins," 
saying, in effect, that such strikings do not look like the 
Franklin Hoard prooflike examples. Let us see if Newman 


actually knows what he is talking about. 


A basic or simple numismatic definition of the tern 
(brilliant) "proof" is not difficult to conceive. Let us say 
a proof, generally, is a coin struck upon a polished planchet 
from polished dies, the result presumably representing the 
finest impression possible from those dies under the circun-- 
stances. In other words, a proof coin is basically the end 
result of a special coin manufacturing technique. It is not 
a state of preservation, or a degree of condition. When most 
American collectors hear the term "proof,’ they tend to think of 
Philadelphia Mint made —. coins, since the parent mint is 
where U. S. proof coins have long been normally manufactured. 
In short, the general concept of a United. States gold proof 
-eoin is that it should be identical in fabric and appearance 
to a Philadelphia Mint proof of standard 1858-1907 quality. 
In this important instance, this idea is erroneous, and Newman 
has trapped himself by his lack of experience in the Pioneer 


Gold field. 


Earlier, I said the United States Assay Office of 


Gold operated as a provisional (and irregular) U. S. branch 
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mint. This being the case, why Showa their idea of specimen 
coins, struck under comparatively opinatiie conditions, 
resemble those of the Philadelphia Mint nearly three thousand 
miles away? The Franklin Hoard prooflike or specimen coins - 
should not be compared to gold proof coins of the 1850-60 
period struck in Philadelphia, but to other Humbert or Assay 
office pieces which we believe represent the ultimate quality 
Humbert was capable of, or that he thought satisfactory of 


his purposes. 


Sixty-six years ago, the Chapman brothers of 
Philadelphia were busy handling the numismatic portion of 
the Augustus Humbert estate. I have traced four different 
coins they disposed of privately, and found a fifth listed in 
the S. H. and H. Chapman auction catalogue of the William R. 
Weeks and Augustus Humbert collections, May 1-2, 1902, similar 


in appearance and quality. The five pieces are: 


(1) 1852. Ten dollars, MOFFAT & CO, Liberty 

| head. Rev. Eagle with shield holding ribbon, 
scroll above. This was lot 707 in the Weeks~- 
Humbert sale, and was catalogued as a "Superb 
brilliant proof." ‘It was purchased by Virgil 
Brand for $60., and upon his death passed into 
the hands of his brother, H. L. P. Brand. When 


“Horace Brand died in 1962, this piece was 
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' obtained by the late Robert Friedberg 
from his heirs, and subsequently consigned 
by the Capitol Coin Co. to the Schulman-~ 
Kreisberg auction sale of March 18-20, 1964. 
It was there listed as lot 2204, and was | 
deseribed as "A flawless gem prooflike 


specimen." I purchased the lot for $2,300. 


(2) 1852/1. Twenty dollars. AUGUSTUS HUMBERT, f 
UNITED STATES ASSAYR/ OF GOLD, CALIFORNIA, 
Hub Group I. This was lot 356 in the catalogue 
of the collection of A. C. Zabriskie, sold by 
Henry Chapman, June 3, , 1909. It was described 
as being Humbert's own specimen, and called a 
"Brilliant proof," At the Zabriskie sale it 
was purchased under the code name "Deem" for 
$360, This coin is now in the J. W. Garrett 


collection at Johns Hopkins University. 


(3) Another specimen, similar to, but different 
from the last.. This coin was lot 1058 in the 
‘Dee. 7-9, 1944 Stack auction sate of the J. F. 
Bell collection. In that catalogue the coin 
was described as follows: ...' Struck in ° 


Brilliant Proof. The original Augustus Humbert 
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(4) 


piece sold to Capt. Jebriskie ‘then to Col. 
Green and. to Mr. J. F. Bell. This piece 

is absolutely unique in this condition." 

At the Bell sale it was purchased under the 
code name "Major" for $850. This coin is 
presently the property of Alfred Walter of 
San Francisco, and has been consigned to the 


New Netherlands Coin Co. for sale. 


1852, Ten Dollars. AUGUSTUS HUMBERT; of the - 
style of the two preceding. This was lot 358 
in the Zabriskie catalogue of 1909. It was 
also Siena ae being Humbert's own specimen, 
and called "Brilliant Uncirculated," At the 
Zabriskie sale it was purchased by Fink for 


$101.. Subsequently, it found its way into 


“the W. C. Newcomer collection, where it was 


called a "Proof," and the notation made that 
the "Overdate was not very plain." Newcomer 
paid $150. for this piece, and gave it his 
inventory number 2651. When B,. Max Mehl handled 
the a Pioneer Gold coins he made up two 
lists. In one he called this Humbert owned 
coin a "Proof," and in the other, a "“Semi- 


proof." As one or the other, it was sold to 
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Wayte Raymond for $150., December 14, 1933, 
the same day that Raymond purchased the 
Kosoff Proof USAOG twenty dollars. 


(5) 1853. Ten Dollars. UNITED STATES / ASSAY 
OFFICE / OF GOLD. “Allegedly from the Humbert 
collection. ‘This piece has been described | 
to me as being a. "Semi-~proof, " It is also 
in the J. W. Garrett collection at Johns 


Hopkins University. | 


I have either examined the actual specimens of these 
coins or high quality photographs of them. All have been called 
"proof" or "Semi-proof' at one time or another, as have the 
Franklin Hoard coins. Some, like. the Franklin Hoard USAOG twenty 
dollar prooflike pieces show traces of die rust or minor pitting. 
Both those coins traced directly to Augustus Humbert and the 
Franklin Hoard coins appear to have been struck upon burnished 
planchets by lapped dies. The amount of planchet and die polish- 
ing and/or ‘lapping varies from specimen to specimen in both 
instances, but the coins match up into remarkably parallel group- 
ings. No coin from either the Humbert estate or the Franklin 
Hoard resembles a Philadelphia Mint gold coin proof by virtue of © 
fabric, appearance or quality. If any coin did, I would consider 
its California origin questionable, and wonder if James Ross 


Snowden had it made rather than Augustus Humbert. 
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Those who have carefully read the report compiled 
by Newman will note several contradictions. One of these 
might be mentioned here. As I have said, on page 6 of the 
Inquiry Newman mentions coins "which have been cleaned or 
polished subsequent to striking." Yet on page 12 of the same 
document, in his glib explanation of how the Franklin Hoard 
twenty dollar coins might have been made, Newman says some~ 
thing else: "To make glittering coins from these dies the 
field can be polished easily because the design is recessed 
in the die and then polished or unpolished planchets may be 
used depending upon the sheen required." In both instances, 
Newman is speaking of the prooflike Franklin Hoard pieces, 
specifically, four of the six coins he studied, What process 
does he want us to believe was used? Does he know how the 
coins received their prooflike appearance, or is he grasping 
at straws, hoping that if totally different contingencies are 
mentioned, he is bound to be correct with one of them? Does 


he really believe he can have it both ways? 


On page 8 of the Newman Inquiry we are told six 
Franklin Hoard twenty dollar pieces examined were struck in a 
collar producing 170 edge reeds. This, in comparison with 
recular production coins also examined by Newman, which were 
struck in a collar producing 162 edge reeds. Four pages later 


Newman tells us how a collar can currently be made: “If the 
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edge of the coin is reeded a separate collar die must also 
be produced and an automatic gear hobbing or broaching 
machine can readily cut a shape needed to form it." On 
page 13 of the inquiry; we are advised that the person 
otherwise capable of near miracles in the production of 
the Franklin Hoard coins was a failure in one area... "he | 
must have failed to count the reeds on the collar of the 
original coin and cut a collar in a broaching machine with 


170 instead of 162 reeds in it." 


| Newman's references to a 170 reed collar as 
evidence of different origin for the Franklin Hoard USAOG 
pieces is no proof, and is Geouth on the false premise that 
Humbert's operation used only one collar with 162 reeds. 
The examination of any 1852/1 Humbert twenty dollar coin 
(including AH~100, the third Humbert prooflike item earlier 
described) reveals that a 150 reed collar was used to produce 
the (approximately) 7,500 examples of this type struck. One 
of the lead trials from the Franklin Hoard (Newman No.. 24, 
my No. TGT/P-110) was struck in a collar with 148 edge reeds. 
According to Walter Breen, one of the two piledfort fifty 
dollar gold pieces in the Franklin Hoard (No. TG-121, which 
see) was struck in a collar having 173 edge reeds. Various 
U. S. twenty dollar gold coins examined have different edge 


counts. While an 1852 Philadelphia Mint piece had 162 edge 
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reeds, later dates were found to have 169 and 172 reeds. San 
Francisco Mint examples dated 1856 and 1860 had 154 edge reeds, 
although coins dated 1855 and 1857 from the same mint had 155 
edge reeds. Making a grooved or reeded collar in 1853 was 
easy, a skilled workman using only a triangular file could 
have produced one. Or, if available, a clockmaker's gear 
cutting machine could have been used. Regardless of how made, 
the only conelusion pessibie from my edge count studies is 
that different coining collars were produced as needed. 
Confirmation is available from other U. 8. denominations : 

the 1876 "CC" twenty-five cents is regularly found with 119 
edge reeds, as are stieroundine dates, but a small minority of 
this issue exists struck from a collar having 153 edge reeds; 
the regular collar used on the 1921 Morgan silver dollar has 
188 edge reeds, but three specimens seen out of a hundred have 
154 edge reeds. Franklin maintained from the beginning that 
at least his seven perfect prooflike USAOG twenty dollar coins 
were experimental pieces in qifferent alloys and not regular 
issues, LP they are indeed alloy trials would they have been 
struck with the equipment used for and aeodunbinn coins? 
If they were made in that section of the Assay Office of Gold 
responsible for Essais, Experimental and Trial pieces, would 
not different manufacturing tools have been available? 
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. The 1921 Morgan dollar with 154 edge reeds was discovered by 
Dre. W. @. Wolfson and has been called the dollar struck with 
the "P,L.R." (Philadelphia Infrequent Reeding) collar. 


| I'wrote Walter Breen many months ago for an 
enumeration of U. S. coins of which collar varieties existed 
within a single year. In reply, he sent me a two page listing.“ 
T was surprised at the large number of Patterns end related 

items for which collars of different sizes (and thus invariably 
different numbers of edge reeds) were utilized. Newman suggests, 
on pages 13 and 14+ of his Inquiry, that the edge reeds on USAOG 


twenty dollar coins should be counted "as the surest method to 


diagnose a $20 USAOG reproduction," Might I suggest that instead 


of identifying a "reproduction," that this eye straining chore 
be employed as a positive method of recognizing an experimental 


alloy striking? 


In the first part of the next section of this paper 
L outline the steps alleged by Newman to have been used to | 
“fabricate the. Garland (and other Franklin Hoard) coins. ‘The 
third step described involves the use of centrifugally cast 
steel to make the actual dies from which the coins were initially 
struck. If obverse and reverse dies can be made by precision 
steel casting, can last ditch adherents of the Newman arguments 
explain why similar methods can not be used to produce a collar? 
Surely the occlusions and porosity inherent to cast steel would 
pe less discernible on the reeds produced by a collar than on 


the surfaces of a coin impressed with cast steel dies. It 
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e Letter, with listing, Walter Breen, Institute of Numismatic 
Authenticators, to John J. Ford, Jv., February 13, 1967. 
(Appendix item No. 15 ). 
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